Previous studies of change blindness have suggested a distinction between detection and localisation of changes in a visual scene. Using a simple paradigm with an array of coloured squares, the present study aimed to further investigate differences in event-related potentials (ERPs) between trials in which participants could detect the presence of a colour change but not identify the location of the change (sense trials), versus those where participants could both detect and localise the change (localise trials). Individual differences in performance were controlled for by adjusting the difficulty of the task in real time. Behaviourally, reaction times for sense, blind, and false alarm trials were distinguishable when comparing across levels of participant certainty. In the EEG data, we found no significant differences in the visual awareness negativity ERP, contrary to previous findings. In the N2pc range, both awareness conditions (localise and sense) were significantly different to trials with no change detection (blind trials), suggesting that this ERP is not dependent on explicit awareness. Within the late parietal positivity range, all conditions were significantly different. These results suggest that changes can be 'sensed' without knowledge of the location of the changing object, and that participant certainty scores can provide valuable information about the perception of changes in change blindness.
Materials and methods

Behavioural Analysis
157
The trials in which a change occurred were divided into three conditions: blind (no hits and fewer false alarms. c < 0 indicates bias towards 'yes', with more hits but also more 179 false alarms. We expected that participants would display a range of response strategies.
180
One problem faced in identifying a sense condition is that it is difficult to distinguish 181 these trials from false alarm trials, or those where participants press the wrong response 
212
Segments were then taken from -200 to 7000 ms to include the whole trial, and 213 baseline corrected using a mean of the data within -200ms to 0ms, where 0ms was the start 214 of the first display of coloured squares (see figure 1) . We chose the baseline period to be 215 before the first display onset, rather than the second, as we were interested in visual ERPs P1 and N1. In relation to the first display onset, the first P1 was identified at 122ms, and 228 the first N1 at 212ms. In relation to the second display onset, the second P1 was identified 229 at 114ms, and the second N1 at 222ms. within a window of 400-600ms. We used window sizes of 200 ms, defined a-priori, in an attempt to be conservative given the large variation within the literature.
236
To assess how differences between early visual components across detection 237 conditions were reflected at each stimulus presentation, P1 and N1 amplitudes were 
254
For single-trial analysis, time courses were constructed for each participant from the 255 single-trial values of each ERP, at each channel (7 ERPs, 64 channels, 20 participants).
256
Each single-trial value was calculated as the mean amplitude within the pre-defined ERP 257 window at each trial. These values were baseline corrected by subtracting the mean of the 258 trial from which they were selected. P-values were corrected for multiple comparisons using when participants were certain that a change occurred, they responded more quickly than 291 when they were simply making a false alarm. 
Comparison of blind trials and no-change trials
309
Out of the 20 participants included in the analysis, 15 were slower to respond when 310 they were blind to the change, compared to no-change trials (75%). This difference in 
338
For the N1, the main effect of awareness was not significant, If participants responded 'no change' to question 1, they were moved straight on to question 3. 
